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ABSTRACT ' • ' ' *Y / 

The Bilingual Learning Centers' in, Elementary Schools 
prog" 111 was begun in four Philadelphia public schools in 1982-83. The 
pro ject' s goal was to improve the achievement of limited-English 
proficiency children through w^rk in bilingual learning centers 
containing materials' and instructional devices for individual and 
small'group work. Learning centers established at the four .project 
schools were equipped to varying degrees by the end , of the year. Use 
x>£ the centers by pupils was associated with improved aural C 
comprehension of English, improved reading vocabulary, and better 
attendance than the school/.norm'. Learning, center use was. not 
associated with statistically significant improvement ..of 1 English 
reading comprehension, mathematics, or word study skills test scores. 
Of the six original objectives, five were attained in full or in 
part. These outcomes ar,e considered good because thfe centers had 
operated for only part/bf the academic year and without the full 
complement of instructional devices. Further progress toward the 
objectives is anticipated by the time bf a reexamination of the 
centers' impact during the 1983-84 school year. (MSE) . t 
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• J EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

i I '' .< « ' : % '*f ■ • 

■ • , i ■ * , * 

, • 1 -V - t • , . , • , , 

bilingual LearnWfl Centqrs In Elementary Schools was bet)un In 1982-83, 
with operation commencing during the winter. ' The goal of the project was to 
, Improve the achlevepient of limited English proficiency children through work \ 
In blllpgual learning centers containing materials qnd instructional devices for 
Individual and small group work. ' 

i % Learning centers were established at the four project schools aYid.were / 
equipped t^arylng degrees by year end. Use.of the ^earning centers by the 

'** pupils was associated with inVproved aural comprehension of English/ improved 
reading vocabulary, and % better attendance than the school norm.. Learning center 
use was not associated with statistically significant Improvement of English . 
Readjng Comprehension, Mathematics, or Wqrd Study Skills test scores. 




BILINGUAL '■ LEARNING CENTERS IN ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS , 

'• '•' ' '. ' / " ,"' /" 

This program was designed to Improve tr>e achievement of limited Engl Ish- 
.proflclericy tLEP) elementary school pupils, pupils whose first language Is hot 
English, who are In need of English for Speakers of Other Larlguages^ESOL) ' « 
Instruction or had scored below the/natfonal 26th percentile on the. standardized 
tests used In their schools'. It serves pupils In two public elementary school's wjth - 
bilingual education programs and largo number's of Spanish-dominant students and 
two nelghborlng^locesan schools. Bilingual Individualized learning centers and 
bilingual classroom aides are used to Individualize the Instruction. • 

RATIONALE V ' ' , 

' .: ' •••• j 

There was a critical need to Individualize the Instruction of students of Hispanic 
origin' who attended Cramp, Hartranft, St. Edward, and St. Hugh-e4^mentary school s 




A review of preprogram, test results and records Indicated that there were-many 
Hispanic students at the ptabljc school. .sites who required feSOT classes and many 
others-iwho, despite mastery of oral English sk-NIs, sdpred poorly ori form -A of the 
California Achievement Tests (CAT) -the test used td evaluate^the performance ^ "... 
of mainstream, public school student?.- these, findings- suggestefl^that thevo^Milng \ 
bilingual program ccrttfdrlQa*imprgved P ln;two. ways'. TFIrst, It could be e^ajndldlo' 
serve Hispanic pupite'WhothadHo^ a bilingual learhin$|tenter 

could be added to each schWrto provide Individualized and small grjfup tnstf^tldn. 

St. Edward atid St. HuWwere selected for 'participation In this' project^w^h * •' 
the advice of the Phi ladelph^' Archdiocese'. These school s.were located hear the, 
public school project sites, were reporte/d to havfe a; substantial number of Hispanic 
pupils who scored below the national 2Qth percentile on the Scholastic- Testing / 
•Services (STS) examinations used for annual evaluation In the dlo'cesean schools,,/ 
and were to be part of a bilingual project supported by Chapter 1, ECIA. A bilingual 
'learning center could also be installed in each to serv^'these pupils If* , '%•'), ' 

IMPLEMENTATION '. ' '. '- ( . • • ' , % ' , ' f 

, The instructjbnal program w v as begtin at all four sites by December 1.992, and , 
pupils' had„the use of th£ project laming 'center?, for about two-th'irds of the school . 
year . Equipment and materials for the/centers. continued to be delivered throughput- 
the spring, a/id; even at yea r' end r none of the centers, was fully; equipped. Under ' 
these circumstances,. the eyaluatlbnVof pupii performa'nee in the fftlowin'g sections - 
are preliminary and probabJy Underestimate the long~-teriK impa/?t|p^tfoe fully, 
.implemented project. 4 ^ / ' * . * • *. *. • . 



Instructional Personnel > When the Instructional program was begurt, all theproject, 
personnel were appointed and were able to begin serving the project pupils, 

Two ESOL teachers who had been In the project's public schools became bilingual - 
resource, specialists, Each-speclallst sonved a pair of schools, qne public and one 
dlojpesan^ located across the street from each other, The resource specialists were , / 
bUl^gualispcakers of Spafllsh^hd English, A total of'slx bilingual- Hispanic aides 
Nwas subsequently appointed. One was appointed to each diocesan school, and two 
were appointed to each public school. As the program at pne of the dlc>cesan school^ 
perved .a small number.of students, Its aide spent part of her time at the paired public 
school* All of thrf aides had prior experience In bilingual pj^ogranlfs. , ^/ 



of th^ 




Students Served \ The learning centers were designed 'to serve pupils who, were^ * 
attending the bilingual and ESOL programs that were operating at their school, 
or who met the criterion of storing below the twenty-sixth percentile ori tHe norm- 
referencogktest used at their schoql . When the learning centers were develpped, 
ft was'evraent that .not aN theseKstudents could &e ^eomodatedat the learning cenjar 
and still be provided with a .Reasonable amount of Jfcposure tfl the Individualized 
instruction. So, resource^peclaJIsts and supervisory' personnel- were faced with itbe 
task of deciding wjio shtfuld use the learning centers, * 

When the. selecflon process w?s cor^ple(ed In January, the j-esource specialists 
prepared II st^of the pupils who were using Ihe learning centers each period of the v 1 
school day>^Astotal of thirty distinct gpups hap been formefj. The groups ranged , 
in size ffom th'fee to. seventeen and averaged dleven pupils. As the organization P 
xtf th^ preexisting programs varied frbnj site to site, the population of pupils who I 
u.sed the. I'earping center diff^ed from site to site, and the organization of the groups 
in centers varied among the sites. But, despite the variations, observations in ttfe 
learning centers Indicated that all the pupils using them met the primary program^ 
participation criteria stated In the proposal . 4 ' f \ - . 

• v. - . > . * 

. At the Hartranft School, 198 pupils were in the various ESOL and bilingual 
classes, and 124 pupils were using the learning center. The learning center group 
came f^am all grade levels of the school (K-6) ancl included pupils vyfto were in ' 
riESQ^ classes, bilingual classes, special education classed, or regular classes during 
the remainder of the school day. Pupils were schedglecj for -one pr two learning ^ 
center 'visits, which totaled 1 .5* to 2^7'hours per week, 



V. 



A* 



• At St. Edward, the sister school to ^artranft, the program served all the 
pupils in the Chapter 1 ESOL classes, and £ome of the Hisj&nic pupils l^tne mafn- 
stream cl^ssesror in the Basic Skills Readiness bilingual Chapter 1 kindergarten * 
-program. None of these participants was receiving instruction in Spanish. A total „ 
pf 7?^pupils was using the learning center, and eaph pupil received 1,5 to 2.7 .hours 
piar '^veekdf instrUction^n-it. At St. Edwarql, the ; nu>nber, of hours per week w^s 
determined primarily by the gcade level of the pupils, \ , 
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« The Crarjip School l tipproach was to servo a r^latlvbly small proportion o( the 
t total groyptof potentially ollglblo pupils and to provide eochjpupll with at loast ttorao 
hours of Instruction In the center pefcjweek. Moreover, the learning center resources 
were^cpn^cntrated on the upper elemontary school tjrades. , Of.the 250 pupils in< . , 
varloi/s bl I Incjual program elements at the school, 53 wore jsorv^pti by tho'centor; 4 
/Flfty^WB 6f the center pupils were In jrados 4 through 6, and one was In grade 3. * 
*Whon not attondlng the learning ceptor, some pupils wore In ESOL classes, In both 
bilingual tmd ESOL classes, or In regular English mainstream classes, doplhdlrtig on 
the puplMs Individual needs, The H Boglnners M with the least knowledge of English 
were In tl^c learning center every day for a 1 total of 6.2 hours per week. The more 
advanced students used the center two or three times per week for 'a total of 3 or - » 
4, 5 hours per week, • 

St. Hugh was tho sister school to Cramp. Its learning center served six pupils. 
Contrary to the original program design, no other classes for limited English proficiency 
pupils were conducted at the site, and the learning center was the only specialized 
instruction that the pupijs received, The pupils were divided into two groups, one 
serving three first-grade children; the second serving the other children, whq were - 
in grades four through six, Each group was scheduled for the center daily, for a 
total of 6.2 hours per week. , * - 

All but two of the pupils usiftg the learning centers ulere Spanish-speaking. 
There was one Southeast Asian pupil at Cramp and a second at St. Hugh, 

Learning Centen/Actlvitles . The bilingual learning centers organized at each of 
the project schools ranged In size from a room A that was larger than a typical classroom, 

• at St. Edward, to a small temporary afea at St. Hugh that was separated from the 
open hallway by six-foot high partitions. By year's^end, the lea w rningx;enters^at 
the- public sctiools were more fuljy equipped.with instructional devices than those ^ 
at the bipcesan sHes, btit none ,was equipped completely (see the evaluation of 

' Objective 1) . T * 

Project sites were visited on 25>occasions, and eleven groups of children were* 
observed working in the learning centers. There appeared to be a good supply 
of texts, many of which were commonly used in ESOL ctafsses ^(English Around 
the World , New Horizons , the "Lado" English series, and Yes, English, for Beginners) . 
In the three larger centers, desks and chairs wjre arranged in clusters to facilitate < 
the instruction of individuals. and groups of three or four children ; -In the smallest • • 
'center , clustering was not" needed . T 

* 1 During virtually all the center visits, a few children were observed working 

with arithmetic materials, while thq^/hajority of "children worked on various aspects 

of English language arts. During the typical leSrpiVig center observation, the 

resource specialist or one or two aides moved among the individuals and small 

groups to help explaih or rjeview concepts and-to assign new material. ■ * 



!' Since none 'of the contort had a full Complement of equipment, activities based 
on textbpoks and on commercially an£i totally prepared clltto masters Were frequently 
observed; \ At the'better equipped learning centers, ^children were usually observed 
worklpg wlthjhe Instructional devices for a part of the time, During the learning 
center sessions, most pupils carried out Vwo or more activities and used various 
modes of learning; listening to staff, rpadlng^ doing written work^dlscusslng 
material with the teacher, •and responding as/a group, to the teacher's prompts. • 

The resource specialists prepared and maintained IncJIv^dual activity plans 
for each! child. These were referred to by the specialists and the aides from time 
to time as the pupljs completed one activity and then moved to the next, The staff- 
ing puttcrn of the program resulted In the classroom aides being iVn charge of the 
learning centers from time time' without the specialists being present. During , 
those periods, the alcl^s usud the plan? that had, been prepared by the teachers to 
guide the 1nstructlonal\act^vltlcs of each pupil . 

t ' % EVALUATION OF THE'OBJECTIVES 

Objective 1: The project wltl hqvc learning centers containing the following 
equipment: System 30, tape-recorders , Spellbinder, Craig Readers ^calculators 
and Charlie the Robot ipachihes . ' ■ "A 

This objective was partla\v attained by June 1983. Three of the four schools 
had a variety of equipment specified by the objective. No learning center was fully 
equipped, end one center had ncH yet received any of the equipment specified by 
the objective. \ 

Table 1 summarizes the equipment at each school's learning center. Of the 
six types of equipment specified by the objective, four were in place In the public 
school centers; fewer, at St.' Hugh; arid none were in place at St. Edward. As shown 
on the table, a variety of other instructional devices that had not been specified by 
the objective had been obtained for the learning centers. 

Much of the "software" to be used with'ihe specialized equipment had not been . 
• delivered, but one of the r6soi/rce specialists reported being able to borrow some 
software from time to time. Project supervisory personnel indicated that the software 
and the undelivered equipment specified by the objective had been ordered, and 
should have been delivered by the beginning of the second project year, the faM of 

r • ' • ' ■ i 

* 

Objective 2: As part of the staff development program, teachers, teacher aides , 
and/or administrators will participate in at least six workshops.* ' * 

Thi^s objective was attained ,j' Six workshops foGs^Bttk^t participants were ^ 
conducted during the spring. } ' ^^|r$ ' - v „ . 



The workshops ware conducted In one and two-hour iesulgna far a total oHQ * ( , 
hours. The topics Included were: Individualization of mathematics Instruction, 
reading and language arts, using sfonga In languago InHtrufctlon, projccfovaluotlon 
plans, tfie preparation of bulletin boards, and the use of System 80 equipment. 

According to the project coordinator, most of tho programs made use of a 
haiinds-on approach in which the te<?chors discussed tlioory, then role played being 
the pupils or the Instructors ■ /Th& workshop oo research end evaluation wa^conducted 
by the members of the evaluation team and was the ontyoru^ln the traditional format 
of oral presentations followed by^questlons and answers. 

. r* 

All but one of the. staff development program presenters/ a sales representative 
who demonstrated System 80, vyere connected with the SchooUOIstrict, One was a 
mathematics supervisor, (wo wore IryForelgn Language Division management roles, 
one was a reading specialist, and three were program evaluation specialists. * 

The workshop attendance, was consistently high. According to payroll records, 
the two resource spccfallsts and at least one of the two Foreign Language Division 
program coordinators, attended each session. Five of the six full-time blllngua4 
program teachers working at the project schools attended five workshops. Each 
workshop was also attended by four to six program aides. An ESOL teacher whose 
time was sharocMaetwoen a project and a non-project site never attendod tho sessions s 

The workshops were c&iducted between rrtld-Aprll and'the end of May. Since 
^they began several months after the program began, It Is anticipated that their * 
Impact will be on the 1983-84 school year. 

Objective. 3 . The rate of bequisitidn of English vocabulary and reading comprehension 
skills will be increased to a statistically significant degree (p< 10) above the rate 
at the time of the pretesting. 

This objective was partially attained. Statistically significant improvement was 
fouftd on the measure of vocabulary (t= 1 .55, df=1/112, p<. 10, one tall test) . No 
statistically significant Improvement was found on two other related measures. 

*. ■ • ' ■ 

■ The Stanford Achievement Test (SAT) Vocabulary, Reading Comprehension, and .. 
Word Study Skills'subtests were ac^mlnlstered to pupils In grades two and above 
whqn the use of the learning centersBegan, In December and January, and again 
in Mhy'and June. Different, but equivalent, forms of the test were used on the two 
occasions. Level 1 .was used with pupils in grades 2-4, Level 2 was used with pupils 
In grades 5-6, and Level 3 was used with the handful of pupils In grades 7-8 
who attended the diocesan school sites. - , 



Table 2 shows ihetiHalytfLg of the vocabuytry ta§t performance. The analysis 
for tHb a othor two tests, shown In Tables 3 and <l # used the same statistical model-, j 
The'approaoh In the models Is to control, ^nd hence to minimize*, the Impact of two 
important determinants of posttost scores /initial Ability and the m@r* passage of 
time, With these controls, Vis possible to evaluate the Independent effect of using 
a learning center /=*. * « s 

l ,'""'(• v. 

The variables "Preterit Score" In the analysis to control for the Initial differences 

among the pupils when the program began. As sh&wn In Table 2\ Jts effect was 

statistically 'significant, meaning that poorest scores were strongly related to, 

pretest sfc^res, a phenomenorHhaU^frequently found in pretest-posttest experimental 

designs, . / ■ * \ ' ' * 

The variable "Wqjuks Between Tests (Log) H Is a variable that controls for the 
small variation in the number of\ weeks between the pretesting and the p'osttcstlng 
at the various sites. The "log" function of thiS number of weeks was used because It 
often appears that the growth rate in a new, educational program Is often greatest at 
Its beginning. It was not significant, meaning that the effect due to the variation 

*in number of weeks was sc^ small that It could be found merely by chance. 

■ v 

' *■ 4 , 

The last variable ,? Uso of Contor (class periods) M Is a measure of the rate of 
change of pupil score as a result of participation. It is an estimate of the total 
number of class periods each student used the center, and Is derived from the 
report of the number of periods per week each student used the center for English 
language r arts and the number of weeks between the student's prctosLand post test. 
For the. Vocabulary subtest, this variable was statistically significant (t=l,55, ' 
df=108, p<.1Q>, one tail test) . The estimate of .096 means that theTyplcal pupils 1 
score improved by about one-tenth of a, scale score point for each class period that 
the pupil used the individualized learning center. A comparison may put these 
findings in perspective: the normlng sample typically grows 10 scale score points 
per year. Project effects of this ma^jnityde were attained within a five month period 
for pupils receiving-six hours of learning instruction per week. 

• The analysesjn Table 3 and 4 show that the pnetest scores were highly related 
to the posttests for the other two measures,. Reading Comprehension and Word Stuc/y 
Skills. The amount of use of the learning centers did not effect pupil achievement 
to a statistically significant degree. 

Objective 4: The rote qf pupils' acquisition of computational skills will be increased 
to a statistically significant degree (p<. 10) abbve the rate at the time of the .pretesting. 



This objective was not attained, ^ 



, . .The SAT Mathematics Computation ,ti§t wa§ administered to pulpll§ In grades- " 
niung with the reading testa u§ed to evaluate Objective 3.' The analysis of the 
scores' relied en the same type of statistical model as well. The results are shown 

* In Table .5.- " ' 

The variable, "Use of Center (class periods)" Is an estimate of the total number , 
of perlods.of mathematics the students had In the learning center between thq pretest*"* 
and posttest. This variable was not Statistically significant, meaning that no reliable 
.^Improvement In pupils' mathematics "scores, as a result of using a learning center, 
was detected, ^ *" . 

Objective 5 , 77»er<? will be a statistically significant (p<, 10)' Improvement In ESOL 
. (English for Speakers of Other LangugggsJ pupils' rate of^purai comprehension 
skills as compared to, pupils at sites without multimedia programs. . 

• «* ' 

This: objective was attained. ESOL pupils who used the bilingual learning 
centers were compared to other ESOL pupils at project schools and In a' sample of 
other Chapter 1 Schools. Participation k».ttie learning centers was found to Improve 
pupils' scones on the Test of Aural Comprehension, at the rate of . 1003 test items 
per a.5-mlnutc period In the learning center. 

,* r s 

English to Speakers of Other Languages pupils In th\« three project schools * 
with ESOL classes anS In the seven elementary schools In the cltyyvvlda Chapter 1 
ESOL evaluation sample of 1983 were given the Test of Aural Comprehension In the 
spring. The analysis shown In Table 6 controlled statlstlcayjifor differences 
among schools, differences In pupils 1 Initial ability, and thJmriount of time In ESOL 

• that year. Initial ability was*a composite of the pupils 1 ESOL level, assignment at 
the beginning of the year and place of birth. 



With these varlablc!^ca»trol led, the effect on the scores of the number of class 
periods project participants studied In the learning centers was examined. A 
statistically significant Increase of .1003 teSt Items per 45~minute period was found. 
For example; If a pupil used the learnlog,center to study English for five periods 
per week for twenty weeks the analysis suggests that the pupils 1 TAG^s^ore would 
be increased by about 10 points (5 periods per week x 20 weeks x . 10th£polnts 
per period '= 10. 03 points) . This amount of growth Is considered to be substantial 
given the typical total score of the pupils 6n this Instrument (the average of all 
/ pupils tested this year was 24.4) . * 

Objective 6 , The average doily attendance of pupils served by the project (i.e. , the 
, learning center) on and after January 1, will bc> equal to, or better than/ the average 
daily attendance of other pupils who were attending the schools during the same * 
period of time. I ' 

_ A ) 

This objective was attained for pupils who were below the sixth'grade In the 
public schools and completed the school year, it was noUevajuated for sixth-grade 
pupils and for the diocesan schools during the first project year. 
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* : ; Pupil. attendance records. -Iwere obtained. for cfhftdren whc^mpleted the school . 
year at the public schools/ used the learning center] and weje below grade 6. Their*, 
attendance was compared to the 'average daily attendance of the school and, where. ' f 
evaiuators felt it appropriate; the-a^erage daily attendance of •subgroups . The - . 
participants 1 data were from the second and third marking ^er|^ds (December 10 r ■ \ . 
to the end Of the<school year) , The comparison data were fromjchool reports for 
December through June. - * ' ' v / - '05y' :' 

The average dail.y attendance for the 53 learning ce'nter pupils at Qpamp for 
whom data-were available was 90.6%, as compared' to/87- 8% for pupils in the fourth • % 
and fifth grades, "from which aNI but One of the Cramp learning center pupils came, 

and to 85.9 percent for pupils in the school as a whole, ' 

;: \. •■ ■ ' * •-■ ' 

v At Hartranft, the average daily attendance of the 78 learning center pupils, 
who; came from grades K-5 and for whom .data were available., was 85,6% as compared 
to an overall school attendance of 83.5% for the analogous marking period. , 

: Twenty pupils at Cramp and 14 pupils at Hartranft were not included in these ..; ^ 
' arfalyses because they "graduated 1 ! from elementary school. and their records had been 
forwarded to their new schools before the evaiuators gained access to them . Another J 
30 pupils who had been served by the learning center had moved and their attendance 
records had been forwarded to another school before the data were gathered . v 

Discussion and Conclusion 

The Bilingual Learning Centers in Elementary School project was implemented 
at all sites by December 1982; however, much of the equipment for individualizing ■ ^ 
instruction was still -not operational at year end . The first year "partial implementation, . 
is similiar to the pattern that has been observed in other programs since the Depart- 
ment of Education changed the funding approval date from the spring to the fall , 

The centers were designed to be added to the ongoing bilingual and English . 
as a Second Language programs , but at one s^te, the learning center was the only 
instruction .especially designed Tor limited English proficiency pupils. > % ^ 

As the number of students-using learning centers who were also studying&the 
Spanish Language was sn^ll, project mangement decided to offer only English language 
and mathematics instruction in the centers. The evaluation conducted conformed 
to theVofferings of the learning centers. 

Pupils 1 use of the learning centers was asspciated^with improved attendance 
and English aural comprehension and vocabulary skills, but no statistically significant 
improvement was detected on the English Reading Comprehension, Word Study Skills, 
and f^^ematics Computation measures. These outcomes are considered to be good 
for a program that was newly, and only partly implemented- 

■•■ : .:.y ■ ■. ■ ;•. *•• ..• ,'. • • ; * / . ■ / 
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The need for the project at one of the diocesan s\\es was apparently minimal . 
Only a handful of students were identified for the learning center instruction by the 
school faculty. The provided learning center space, in- the hallway; Was not 
cortsidered,adequate. Evaluates believe that, should the situation remain the same, 
using the site's resources at another, more impacted, school would be reasonable. 

In conclusion; the finding that 'same statistically signjficant improvements i<n 
pupillperformance could be detected within one-half year of operation of a partly 
implemented program suggests that the learning centers can be valuable resources 
for t tie limited English proficiency pupils attending the project schools. Reexamination 
of the impact of the project during the 1983-84 school year should offer more sensitive 
tests of the program's effects and an opportunity to replicate the first year efforts 
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JABLE 1 






^Equipment 


in Bi 1 ingual Learning 


Centers 


at Year End 


Instructional Device 
Li s ted i n Object i ve 




Number 


+ ■ ,:, - — ; - V 

in Ceintei; , 


Cramp Hart ran ft . 


St. Hugh St. Edward 


System 80 , 


a 

: 1 


1* 


1 ; 


Tape Recorder (Cassette) 




2 




Spel 1 binder ; 


:•• 1* . 


1* 




Craig Reader 






' . • ' . ■ " ;. . • 


'•Calculators 








Charl ie the* Robot 


■ y* » 

<* . 


1* 




Other Devices 








Voxcom 








Headphones . 


16 


16 


16 . 


ETectric Board 


3 




m • , ;.. .. 


Record Player > 




J 


i 


Mathematics Marvel 


• i 






-Incomplete or software 


not del i ye red. . 







15 



The Effect of -the; Number of Hours '".of Partict^ajtioh in the,BTl ingual^ L^arni.ngv 
Center on Stanford Achievement T$$t (SAT)* Vocabulary 'Po&test Scale Scores v 



^Variable 


= — ^ i ■ , ,', ■ 


"*. - 4 ' v Est imate 

•* t ' 6 






Pretest score 


'•*•"'!' 

♦ k ■ 

i ■:.**.. 


; — r ; V • , r 4 = 

;;" .87^609 . 


-'17.95 


.ooai 


Weeks between 


Tests (Log) 


-J. 90807596 


' ' .25 


' N«S. ' . • 

' ' A • 


Use of Center 


(cl ass periods) 


,.09604605 


' J. 55 


.10 



■ ■ ■ ,': ■ . : .:' * ■ • ..... • 

-one tai 1 .test ■ \ 



R-square ± .81 \ Mean score * 124,67 * 

N = 112 Standard Eieyi at ion about the v regress i on surf ace =' 10.211 



Thjs analysis shewed that use of the learning center was associated with 
improved SAT Vocabulary scores. -When 'the effect of pretest and the number 
of weeks of participation in the program were controlled, the analysis suggested 
that pupil performance was" improved at° the rate, of .096 scale score points per 
^5-minute cl ass period . 



TABLE 3* 



the Effect Of. the\ Number of Hours of Participation in' the Bi 1 ingual. Learning Center 
t • on Stanford 'Achievement Jest (SAT) Reading Compr^hej^ion Posttest ' Scale Scores 



-Variable 



Estimate 



Pretest score "' . 
Y/eeks between Tests (Log) 



.;; .89396201 
V -2.A7AA17A1 



A 



Use of Ceriter (class periods) - .***• .015A90AA 



17.11 
.AO. 
.35 



,0001 
N.S. 
N.S. 



■ ■ ■ -v — ~ 

«one tai'l test * 

R-square = .81 
'||/- 11 A ' 1 



Mean score = 132.03 , » 

Standard Deviation about the regression surf ace = 7 .99 



This -analysis 4 shows that there was no* stat i st i cal ly significant relationship 
between the est ima.ted "number of class periods that pupils studied .Engl ish skills 
in bilingual learning centers arfd the i r|5AT Reading Comprehension post test scores, 
once the effects of the pupils' initial abi \ i t i es and the number, of weeks between 
pretest'and posttest scores'^ere controlled. 



/ 



- J 



V, 



.4 ' 

■ft . 



TABLE 4 



vThe.fffect gf the ftumbei^bf 'Hours)* of * participation in . the- BM inguaV Learning Center*, 
» . ' on' -S^anf. orC AicJtif6y^n-.t-'T'est '(5AT)^WoVd; StuHy' SkllJ Pbstt&st Scale Scores 

V?riaB>& V^- ^ ^ ! • : 4 ' , , r Estlnfete • t ' \ 



.77990652 



' 4 



' Prete/t score 



17.05 

, -8 .563^9^75 _ ' . 99 

>iJse of Center fclas? periods) 05007369 Y" \ .Ik 



Weefcs between* Tests (Log)v 



.000]T 
N.S. 



-one tail test 



R-square t 
N = 111 



X.81- 



W§an score = J 24. 92' 7 "■■ v 

Standard Deviat ion. about . ? the regression surface — 11,32 



■3 



V Th j 
between 
9 SAT\Wo^d 
initial 



s analy 
the est 

Study 
scores 



( 



sis^.shows that thsre was] hp '"statistically significant rplatjprtship 4 
imated number of class periods that pup^W •■studied English aqd their 
Skills posttest scale scores /once w the -effects of -the pupils' 1 
and the number of weeks betwee^ipretest and posttest were control led." 




■ 0° 



•3.;- 



73 



ERiC 



18 



•■J. 



? ■ : . * 7 ' TABLE 5- X * 

-A y ■# & 1 . :. ^ _ . 

EPfec/t of the Number of ^Hou rs of^P.a^t i c i pat ion in the Bilingual Learn ing Cextt"©** 



on Stanford Achieven^^ Mathematics Computation Scale Scores 



Va r i ab 1 e 






j * Estimate t . 

' '"lii ' i ■ ■ ' 


« , .:■ ' ' ■ '-' .. ■ ' 


- . V 


Pre,test/ score 




/ 


' .97970329 ; - I6..f0 


.0001' ' ' V . h - ' 




Weeks between 


TjBStS 


(Log) 


16. 11832447 . l#99 


.05 • • , •• 




Use of ; Center 


Ccl ass 


periocJ/S) - 


^09675693. * : f$."5H 

V ' - • . ' • ■ ■ r ' % £ 


n.s. v '• 





, (^square =^76 
N 107 



Mean score = 139.85 V;r"^ : ,„T J : ' \ 
'..Standard Deviation abput^|^J. regression surface = 8\79 



.This Analysis shows tftet the^re was. no statistically significSnt relationship* ', 
between theses £i mated number*>of cftass per iod s/thcit p t up-i Is' studied mathematics 
in a learni wb center -and the i ( r^ subsequent SAT Mathemat fcs Computat ion^ scores * 
Ther§ was a statistically s ign i f i canc^resu 1 1 fjor # the logarithmic transformation ■ *' 
of the number of weeks between the pretests and posttests^ V \ 



♦ V V. 



4 



• \ 




19 



14 



ERIC 



* 



M: ■ 



*^:The Effe*ct bf^the^ifumber of Hou rs Ifcfc v Par't ! crpat i oh ^ j?> the Bilingual Learning ' 

* I *S •• j§ C&i^er' on^Test of Aural ^pmpr^hen^ioh^ (TAC) ^ Scores*. ^> " 

# : , _ ,^ v a i i ,r .'V" ! v>. ■ . . . ... - •' . . 1 r y ..v 11 .- • 

; a - ^ y i * j*L - r ; A ^ i- 



.V. ' " ^chocrt ' 

„Jme j'flftpOL Th'i s Year- (Log) 
fZAf;M& r i n Learni ng .ien ter 



12.49 



.57 




5/189 _ :.,U,00.J , 

A/189 ' ' ..Joodl. ... 

I.A89V -. V.opi3 

1/18*9- ' .oodf 



V 



Mean 'Score = 2^.43 
Standard Deviatrort About the Regression Surface 



8.73 



^W^^^W^ 5 an " a ^ y s J# 5 • showed tha t for each A5-mi riute period^ESOL pupij's attended 
fy^^fxfe c^rvter, ofcheir score was 0 i ncreased by an a^ferage* of /. 1 003 test items, v 

/- This tabl e shows that thffce was a statistical ly signi fiparit rel ations'hjp. \„ 
be tween" the total number of c.llfs periods pupils ujsed ..the Bilingual Learning^ 
/Centers' anrf their TAC scores. ^Pupils who^used the learning center were " 
: comparM* to a sample ,of childreia studying ESOL at otn^r Chapter I schools and 
0 the, ch?P3ren, .studying ESOL at project school s, who were not using, a learning' 
■ cesntefr. ■> • ''.'•.«*' ' v ; . ' "\ 



To make. the. comparison between learning center pupils and the bthers fair, 
only children in grades 2;and abo\7e we re i ncl uded i n the. anal ys i s . >5£ e 

fferences among schools, the effects of initial * abi 14ty. (a compos i-:tev of ESOL 
lisvel and country of orr^in) t and of the number of months- of ESQL clasps this 
9 year were controlled statistically. Tlte ljoga ri thmi ^ function for the(^ari.able 
t T\me in ESOL Th i s Yea r was lised because - prior analyses^iave shown tha^n^AC test^ 
scores increase at a faster rate when pupils first -begin studying ESOL. ^ . 
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